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Table 5. Country Rankings: contd.

COUNTRY rankhdi rankhhat rankgdpn ranky*1 ranky*2 ranky*3
South Africa 31 39 39 35 39 21
Syria 32 36 21 12 24 22
Vietnam 33 28 32 19 29 34
Indonesia 34 26 34 37 28 11
Bolivia 35 47 37 27 38 39
Egypt 36 17 28 32 30 49
Honduras 37 46 40 30 17 20
Guatemala 38 25 24 40 46 28
Morocco 39 51 35 38 41 42
Zimbabwe 40 33 41 42 31 48
Ghana 41 32 33 43 35 36
Cambodia 42 30 53 49 43 45
Kenya 43 24 52 41 40 43
Pakistan 44 50 44 47 45 17
Togo 45 43 48 39 50 26
Bangladesh 46 40 42 45 44 55
Madagascar 47 42 45 44 42 40
Mauritania 48 45 46 51 47 52
Zambia 49 49 50 50 53 53
Senegal 50 54 55 46 51 30
Benin 51 44 43 53 49 44
Guinea 52 53 51 55 52 25
Gambia 53 48 47 52 55 24
Mali 54 55 54 48 48 32
Chad 55 52 49 54 54 33
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Table 6. Rank Differences

COUNTRY rhdi-rhhat rgdpn-rhhat ry*1-rhhat ry*1-rhdi ry*3-rhhat ry*3-rhdi
Argentina -1 0 0 1 4 5
Hungary -4 -5 -1 3 6 10
Slovakia -2 -2 -4 -2 -3 -1
Chile 1 28 6 5 28 27
Uruguay 1 2 -1 -2 1 0
Costa Rica -6 0 -8 -2 -9 -3
Mexico -1 -4 2 3 21 22
Panama -1 -4 7 8 10 11
Bulgaria -10 -12 -1 9 -11 -1
Romania 9 14 16 7 3 -6
Colombia 1 1 13 12 -1 -2
Mauritius -11 0 -15 -4 12 23
Venezuela -3 -7 -5 -2 -6 -3
Thailand -15 -9 -8 7 -6 9
Brazil 1 0 -8 -9 -13 -14
Philippines 1 15 0 -1 1 0
Kazakhstan -14 -23 -24 -10 20 34
Peru 11 10 22 11 7 -4
Jamaica -2 5 4 6 -6 -4
Turkey 7 0 1 -6 41 34
Sri Lanka -16 -27 -3 13 10 26
Paraguay 0 0 0 0 15 15
Domin. Rep. -12 -17 -4 8 -28 -16
Uzbekistan 13 18 2 -11 30 17
China 7 20 10 3 32 25
Iran -1 0 6 7 11 12
Jordan -7 -18 -14 -7 -21 -14
Kyrgyzstan -10 -13 -14 -4 -20 -10
Guyana 9 -1 6 -3 7 -2
Algeria -11 -5 -5 6 5 16
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Table 6. Rank Differences: contd.

COUNTRY rhdi-rhhat rgdpn-rhhat ry*1-rhhat ry*1-rhdi ry*3-rhhat ry*3-rhdi
South Africa -8 0 -4 4 -18 -10
Syria -4 -15 -24 -20 -14 -10
Vietnam 5 4 -9 -14 6 1
Indonesia 8 8 11 3 -15 -23
Bolivia -12 -10 -20 -8 -8 4
Egypt 19 11 15 -4 32 13
Honduras -9 -6 -16 -7 -26 -17
Guatemala 13 -1 15 2 3 -10
Morocco -12 -16 -13 -1 -9 3
Zimbabwe 7 8 9 2 15 8
Ghana 9 1 11 2 4 -5
Cambodia 12 23 19 7 15 3
Kenya 19 28 17 -2 19 0
Pakistan -6 -6 -3 3 -33 -27
Togo 2 5 -4 -6 -17 -19
Bangladesh 6 2 5 -1 15 9
Madagascar 5 3 2 -3 -2 -7
Mauritania 3 1 6 3 7 4
Zambia 0 1 1 1 4 4
Senegal -4 1 -8 -4 -24 -20
Benin 7 -1 9 2 0 -7
Guinea -1 -2 2 3 -28 -27
Gambia 5 -1 4 -1 -24 -29
Mali -1 -1 -7 -6 -23 -22
Chad 3 -3 2 -1 -19 -22
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7 Conclusions

What are the lessons to be learnt from our model results and rank com-
parisons? The most important message is that a better social and political
environment not only helps the ‘realisation’ of capabilities but also augments
the level of capabilities themselves as shown by the significant coefficients in
the empirical estimations of our measurement and structural models. Thus
the State has a role to play and a positive one in terms of better social in-
frastructure and better governance. In addition, when this support system
is provided in an adequate manner we see that not only does it enhance
people’s capabilities but also leads the system to a path of ‘virtuous’ devel-
opment cycle due to the positive interactions among the different dimensions
enabling further progress.

Regarding the rank comparisons, the main point to be emphasized is that
one should include all important dimensions while computing any measure
of overall development or welfare as each new component does contribute
significantly to the adequacy of the aggregate measure in representing the
complex reality.

Now some scope for improvements and extensions. One immediate exten-
sion that we can think of is the enlargement of our dataset to include different
periods (and more countries) in the analysis, allowing for different evolutions
for different countries in the specification of the model and examining the
‘robustness’ of our results. Another possible extension is to go a step further
in the utilisation of our results in terms of deriving multidimensional poverty
indices from our individual and aggregate factor scores.
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